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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

This case sadly shows how the lower courts failed to
fééilitate due process for this Petitioner. Decisions were
made in support of Defendants collectively worth over $4
Trilliori, despite hard, irrefutable evidence of their guilt.

The Defendants engaged in tortious acts of fraud that
continue today. The deceit and delays perpetrated by the
Defendants and the legal professionals and others who
supported them, have extended this fraud over 15 years, and
counting.

The questions presented are:

1) How long will legal deception, fraud and stonewalling

be allowed to obfuscate and enable financial fraud at the

expense of borrowers and investors?

2) Do process errors supersede the facts and the law?

3) Are designated Federal Pro Se organizations allowed
to deny assistance to Pro Se Petitioners who reveal illegal
acts; even acts by people and organizations in power?

4) What Changgs to the Dodd Frank Act H.R. 4173 are
needed to close the holes unearthed by the repeal of the

Glass Steagall Act of 19327 What additional regulations are

needed to control fraud? _
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whose loans were being serviced by Ocwen, Homeward
Residential Holdings, or Litton Loan Servicing, and who lost
their homes to foreclosure between Jan. 1, 2009 and Dec. 31,
2012. All eligible consumers who submit valid claims will
receive an equal share of the $125 million. Borrowers who
receive payments will not have to release any claims and will
be free to seek additional relief in the courts. Ocwen will also
pay $2.3 million to administer the refund process. Eligible
consumers can expect to he\ar from the settlement
administrator about potential payments.

Properly process pending requests: For loans that are
transferred to Ocwen, the company must determine the
status of in-process loss mitigation requests pending within
60 days of transfer. Until then, Ocwen cannot start, refer to,

or proceed with foreclosure.

The Ocwen consent judgment entered by the court can be

found

at: ’https://ﬁles.consumerfinance.gov/f/.‘ZO1403_cfpb_entered—'

judgment-with-exhibits_ocwen.pdf]
U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 13-cv-2025
(RMC) VIEW

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
A. Statutory Background
1. This Petitioner was denied due process and
documents filed with the Courts were ignored. Her first claim
filed with NJ Court (Docket No. ESSX L-000081-11) was

withdrawn (upon the Court’s advice) after the Defendants
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failed to appear and she was hospitalized. A law firm was
retained, filed a new complaint, then withdrew, so this
Petitioner filed the Discovery document with the NJ Court in
2014. This document included the mortgage amortization of
her home with copies of legal mortgage agreements filed with
the state of NJ, starting at inception when her home was
purchased in August 1983. This document clearly shows that
the remaining balance on her mortgage was far less than thg
amount on the forged mortgage agreement from Ffemont.
This filing also included written confirmation of the correct
amount that should have been on RESPA and other
ddcuments that Federal law requires but were never
provided by Fremont. The fraud escalated after March 2006.
The former Fremont employees who were the point persons
responsible for the forgery, filing and initial cover-up of the
fraudulent mortgage are on this Petitioner’s witness lisf.
Others involved in this fraud were employees of or hired by
the other Defendants. The legal fraud that ensued was such
a wanton defiance of our laws and integrity!® that it
warrants full prosecution of the lead people and entities

responsible.

10 This is one of many Federal actions against one of more of these
Defendants over the years. See United States vs. Goldman Sachs et. al.
277 U.S. 269 (1928),
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B. Facts and Procedural History

This Petitioner has insisted countless times since 2006
that the mortgage bill did not match the agreement she
signed. Verbal, written, undeniable proof was presented to
the Defendants, many others as well as the Courts for the
State of New Jersey, the U.S. District Court of New Jersey
and the U.S. Court of Appeals Third Circuit, and now to the
U.S. Supreme Court!!., Despite irrefutable facts and
evidence, this Petitioner has. been denied due process and
justice at virtually every step. Since 2009, she has been
subjected to unwarranted and deceptive legal delays. This

case exposes egregious and massive crimes whose impact is

far beyond that imposed against this Petitioner. Many of the.

facts and procedures in this case are presented in Court
filings (see Appendix C p. 209). U.S. District Court of NdJ
Filing No. 99 (see Appendix D p 218 - 337) provides one

summary and valuable insights of this case.

Damages began to mount in 2006 and continue to
escalate today. Due to the Defendants’ actions this

Petitioner lost lucrative 20-year Federal Supply Schedules

11 After 13 yevars of verbal and written requests, the Defendant’s attorney
on Dec. 11, 2019 emailed this Petitioner a partial copy of the fraudulent
mortgage.
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(GSA12 Contracts GS-35F-0427R and GS-10F-0104P) as well
as long- established Corporate business relationships and
other sources of revenue. Virtually all of her assets were
wiped out. Many organizations did not respond to this
Petitioner’s requests, including the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation (FDIC) who failed to respond to her

Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests.

Damages to this Petitioner’s firm went beyond revenue.
Actions attacked her firm’s assets as well. One example is
trademarks for brands established over 40 years ago. The
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) received
petitions to cancel copycat trademarks that were filed shortly
before and during the illegal foreclosure. Two remain under
review, USPTO Petition Nos. 92071829 & 92072082. Other
major corporations and others intensified as the illegal
foreclosure drew near and exploded after the illegal
foreclosure was granted. (note the timeiine 13 will be updated
at trial). Efforts to cancel remaining copycats -—

http://www.discover-it.com/trademark-historv.html — will be

12 GSA, the General Services Administration, a Federal agency, settled
after cancelling this Petitioner’s company’s schedules after the
Defendants’ actions caused her firm to miss requirements. The
Defendants then forced a hearing while this Petitioner was still
recovering from major surgery. This forced her to settle for less from
GSA and also caused her to be hospitalized again.

13 See timeline at http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html.
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paid as soon as money is available.

To reiterate, the negative impact Was‘ beyond revenue
and assets. This Petitioner's firm had attained a strong
Paydex14 score and her FICO? score was sound. Her firm’s
and personal credit was decimated, dropping from over $20M
and well over $750K respectively, to $0.00.

This Petitioner’s doctors determined that the intense
stress caused her health challenges, resulting in 8 major
surgeries and additional hospitalizations. Despite sharing
this information with the Internal Revenue Service, her
firm’s appeals were denied. The IRS assessed her firm
massive penalties and interest for filing taxes late when she
was hospitalized or recovering. These fines were imposed
despite her firm’s earning dropping to zero taxable income!
Was the decline in taxable income so precipitous that the IRS
did not believe the facts presented?

The Defendants’ acts caused this Petitioner personal
losses that continue today. Through a program administered
and funded by the State of New dJersey, in 2014 an

unlicensed company owned by a New Jersey and resident of

14 Paydex is a numerical score used by Dun & Bradstreet to assess a
firm’s creditworthiness. See http://products.dandb.com/paydex/

15 A FICO score measures consumer'’s creditworthiness. See
https://www fico.com/en/products/fico-score
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Texas!6, solicited this Petitioner, performed unlicensed major
capital improvements on her home, paid for by the State of
New dJersey program. The company insisted upon an
unacceptable contract and never paid for their damages
which continue to mount. The damages caused by this
company could reach 50% of the property value, particularly
if this case does not reach trial in the next year.

These are just a few‘ of the many acts by the Defendants
_that hurt this Petitioner. . A series of predatory acts and
| cétastrophic damages will be presented at trial. Damages to

this Petitioner are depraved indifference at best. Targeting
her as a victim of fraud and dragging it out for 15 years

suggest she was selected due to her public successes?!?.

REASONS FOR GRANTING PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI
This case presents important and recurring questions on
which the lower courts are in acknowledged conflict. Most
cases probably do not each Federal Court because the legal
cost exceeds the cost of losing most homes, especially those
less than $1M. Our current financial, regulatory and legal

systems do not allow viable defense for the poor and middle

16 This company was assigned the most lucrative half of the State of New
Jersey as its territory.
17 This Petitioner’s select achievements dating back to 1971 are
displayed at www.VeronicaWilliams.com.
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class against this fraud. This case will shine light on those
problems and by doing so, help to bring parity by attacking
fraud on multiple fronts.

I. Repeated Defiance of Federal and State Laws by

Defendants.

This is the rare case that raises a recurring issue of national
importance on which citizens from multiple states are
impacfed and whose costs and time make litigation
implausible. This case will have a significant impact on this
Petitioner as well as countléss current and future property
owners.

II. There Is Indisp-utable Evidence of Attempts to
Litigate by Multiple Parties.

Indisputable evidence has been filed but repeatedly
dismissed. My research found several attempts to litigate
similar actions using the RICO statute. The RICO relevant
_actions are facilitators for this scam but it is not the root
cause. It is difficult to win without focusing on the root cause
of this compounding financial crime. Without decades of
detailed records, this case could be challenging to explain to
non-financial experts. It is particularly difficult withoutb
1ssuing sﬁbpoenas to all financial and operational entities

involved. I am quite capable and ready to explain the
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complexities of this case in open Court to a jury of my peers.
This Petitioner is prepared to simplify the

complexity of this caée for the jury. She has prepared a

multimedia presentation that includes links to evidence,

testimonies, interrogatories and other supporting

evidence. This presentation will ‘be available at

www.FinFix.org and can be available as it is presented

during or after trial.

III. Information Needed To Expose and Quantify the
Magnitude of this Fraud Must Be Subpoenaed.
Indisputable evidence has been filed but repeatedly

dismissed. Subpoenas have been stonewalled by failing to

issue dates required by subpoenas épproved by the NJ Court.

This Petitioner has been blocked continually in her effort to

quantity the magnitude of fraud that she recognizes from her

éxpertise and experience.
The FDIC has repeatedly failed to respond to this

Petitioner’s FOIA requests. It has been understood for well

over a decade that auditors “are not geared towards the

detection of fraud”!8. The information that this Petitioner

18 Yeoh, P. (2010). Causes of the global financial crisis: Learning from the
competing insights. International Journal of Disclosure and

-
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The FDIC issued Fremont!® a cease and desist order in
2007. The State of California enacted a Residéntial
Mortgage Lending Act in 2012. Chapter 2 of this Act
specified licensing requirements for Residential Mortgage
lenders. This is just one step taken since the FDIC closed
Fremont. The fraud perpetrated against this Petitioner by
Fremont, based in California, was in 2006. The damage had
been done.

The funds withheld from this Petitioner would cause the
debt to be uncovered by Fremont. The fraud against this
Petitioner alone, however, was not sufficient to produce an
amount of uncovered debt to warrant closing Fremont.
Fremont filed many trusts with the SEC. This suggests that
there may have been a substantial number of fraudulent
mortgages that forced Fremont to be shut down. With terms
up to 30 years, the magnitude of this crime could be in the
billions of dollars and continue for decades. The $169,492.34
initially stolen from this Petitioner would have yielded the
Defendants at least $1,039,630.5820 for a home purchased for

$88,000 if she did not fight back. This is validated in

19 Fremont Investment and Loan was based in California.

20 See Appeal filed with NJ Superior Court June 2019
http:/finfix.org/NJSuperior 2019/Case-Docket F-00839-13 FILING-NJ-
Superior-Court 6-21-19.pdf, Attachment I, p. 89. Updated is over
$1,087,011.83.VIEW $$
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documents presented to a NJ Chancery Court Judge in May
2019, and in Appeal Docket No.F-000839-13 filed with the
State of New Jersey in June 2019.21,22

| The path of this fraud may not be simple to follow. It
is the complexity of mega financial fraud that contributes to
its success. State and Federal regulations do not adequately
protect against this fraud. Many homeowners and lawyers
assume that records presented by banks are correct, so
foreclosures proceed .Without verifying the numbers.
Subpoenas are not issued and audits are seldom done before
foreclosures are finalized. The homeowner simply loses their
home, or refinances. Both actions hide the fraud perpetrated
by illegal foreclosures. This is one way that mortgages are
illegally reclassified as sub-prime. In the case of this
Petitioner, it appears that the mortgage adnﬁnistratof
cashed payments without recording them. Such nationwide

fraud is a likely contributor to our country’s foreclosure crisis

21 See U.S. Court of Appeals, Third District filing on Oct. 30, 2019

http./Hinfix.org/lUSAppealsCt/Case 19-1032 Petition-for-Hearing 10-30-
19.pdf
22 See Appeal filed with NdJ Superior Court in June 2019

http:/finfix.org/NdSuperior 2019/Case-Docket F-00839-13 FILING-NJ-
Superior-Court 6-21-19.pdf
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